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Abstract
The Policy Research Working Paper Series disseminates the findings of work in progress to encourage the exchange of ideas about development 
issues. An objective of the series is to get the findings out quickly, even if the presentations are less than fully polished. The papers carry the 
names of the authors and should be cited accordingly. The findings, interpretations, and conclusions expressed in this paper are entirely those 
of the authors. They do not necessarily represent the views of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/World Bank and 
its affiliated organizations, or those of the Executive Directors of the World Bank or the governments they represent.
Policy Research Working Paper 5238
Measuring the poverty and distributional impact of the 
global crisis for developing countries is not easy, given the 
multiple channels of impact and the limited availability 
of real-time data. Commonly-used approaches are of 
limited use in addressing questions like who are being 
affected by the crisis and by how much, and who are 
vulnerable to falling into poverty if the crisis deepens? 
This paper develops a simple micro-simulation method, 
modifying models from existing economic literature, 
to measure the poverty and distributional impact of 
macroeconomic shocks by linking macro projections 
This paper—a product of the Poverty Reduction and Equity Group, Poverty Reduction and Economic Management 
Network—is part of a larger effort in the department to analyze the poverty and distributional impact of macroeconomic 
shocks.. Policy Research Working Papers are also posted on the Web at http://econ.worldbank.org. The authors may be 
contacted at csanchezparamo@worldbank.org and anarayan@worldbank.org. 
with pre-crisis household data. The approach is then 
applied to Bangladesh to assess the potential impact of 
the slowdown on poverty and income distribution across 
different groups and regions. A validation exercise using 
past data from Bangladesh finds that the model generates 
projections that compare well with actual estimates from 
household data. The results can inform the design of 
crisis monitoring tools and policies in Bangladesh, and 
also illustrate the kind of analysis that is possible in other 































































































Currently,  there  are  two  approaches  commonly  used  within  the  World  Bank  to  assess  the  welfare 
(primarily  consumption  or  income  poverty)  impacts  of  the  crisis:  the  output  elasticity  of  poverty 
method, and PovStat (World Bank PovertyNet). The elasticity method involves using historical trends of 
output  and  poverty  to  determine  the  responsiveness  of  poverty  rates  to  growth  in  output  (and 
consumption), which is then combined with macroeconomic projections to estimate the impacts of 







PovStat  is  an  EXCEL‐based  World  Bank  simulation  package,  which  uses  household  survey  data  and 
macroeconomic  projections  as  inputs  and  estimates  changes  in  poverty  and  inequality  indicators. 
Although it allows for the impacts to occur through multiple channels, it offers no easy way to account 
for changes in non‐labor income (such as remittances), which has important implications in the context 

















of  the  counterfactual  and  consistency  of  the  analysis.  Notably,  the  information  demands  of  these 















incomes  separately,  which  is  particularly  important  for  countries  in  which  remittances  and  public 
transfers form a large proportion of incomes. 

















micro  data  from  household  and/or  labor  force  surveys  to  predict  income  and  consumption  at  the 
individual  and  household  level  under  different  scenarios,  which  can  then  be  compared  to  measure 
poverty and distributional impacts. Comparisons will be made between different projected scenarios 
(most  commonly  a  crisis  or  low  scenario  and  a  benchmark  or  base  scenario)  rather  than  a  time 
comparison (i.e. a comparison between 2005 and 2009 or 2010 in the case of Bangladesh). Figure 1 
presents a stylized representation of the methodology. 
The  model  focuses  on  labor  markets  and 
migration  as  transmission  mechanisms  and 
allows for two types of shocks: shocks to labor 
income,  modeled  as  employment  shocks, 
earnings shocks or a combination of both; and 
shocks to non‐labor income, modeled as a shock 
to  remittances.  Shocks  can  be  positive  or 
negative depending on the trends outlined by 
the macroeconomic projections. In most cases 
labor  income  and  remittances  account  for  at 
least  75‐80%  of  household  income.  Minimum 
assumptions  are  made  about  other  sources, 
such  as  capital  and  financial  income  or  public 
transfers, as discussed below. 
The data requirements can be summarized as follows. At the macro level, information is needed on 
projected  (i)  output,  employment,  remittances  and  (ideally)  labor  earnings  growth;  (ii)  population 
growth and (iii) predicted price changes. At the micro level, information is needed on (i) labor and non‐




outputs,  including  aggregate  poverty  and  inequality  comparisons  across  scenarios,  poverty  and 
vulnerability profiling of specific groups and/or areas, and various summary measures of distributional 
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The  sequence  in  which  individuals  are  reassigned  across  states  and  sectors  matters  for  the  final 
simulation results so we briefly describe here the procedure we follow: 
  Step  1 ‐  Flows  between  employment  and  non‐employment:  If  the  employment  rate  is 





  Step  2 ‐  Flows  out  of  contracting  sectors:  For  sectors  whose  share  of  total  employment  is 
declining,  those  individuals  with  the  lowest  predicted  probability  of  being  employed  in  the 
sector  will  be  selected  out  and  added  to  the  pool  of  “eligible”  workers  to  be  employed  in 
















There  are  a  few  important  features  of  this  process  that  are  worth  mentioning.  The  reassignments 
described in steps 1 to 3 are calibrated so as to replicate net aggregate flows between employment and 











account  for  unobserved  heterogeneity.





































employment  status  and  labor  income,  as  well  as  on  non‐labor  income  at  the  household  level,  to 













































































migrants  and  remittances,  particularly  for  countries  with  rapid  and/or  volatile  growth  of 
remittances. 
Secondly, the simulations implicitly assume that the structural relationships estimated as part of the 
















The  third  caveat  relates  to  our  decision  to  work  with  income,  rather  than  consumption  data.  The 
advantage  of  using  income  is  that  it  allows  us  to  link  welfare  impact  on  households  directly  with 
potential channels of impact, which are employment, labor earnings and remittances. There are two 
primary caveats to working with income data: (i) income data often tends to be of lower quality than 
consumption  data,  which  introduces  an  element  of  noise  into  the  analysis  due  to  the  unobserved 
presence of measurement error; (ii) certain assumptions, which can be challenged on the grounds of 
realism,  are  needed  to  convert  predicted  income  levels  into  consumption  and  consumption‐based 
welfare measures. It is important to note, however, that (ii) would not be necessary for countries that 
use an income‐based measure of poverty, which is the case in most Latin American countries. 






Fourthly,  our  model  does  not  explicitly  account  for  labor  demand  at  the  sectoral  level  and  instead 
assumes that the labor market conditions mirror (or are proxied by) the macroeconomic projections. 
The simple approach we adopt implicitly assumes stable relationships between output, demand for 




possibility  of  structural  shifts  in  labor  demand  due  to  the  crisis.  Sectoral  movements  of  labor  are 































that  are  typical  to  a  developing  country.  It  is  also  an  important  country  from  a  global  poverty 














Growth  and  Poverty  in  Bangladesh.  Bangladesh  has  enjoyed  a  fairly  stable  macroeconomic 





















Increasing  flow  of  remittances  (20%  growth  annually  during  2000‐2005)  was  another  key  factor 
contributing  to  poverty  reduction.
























widening  East‐West  gap  in  poverty.  Wages  grew  robustly  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  country  but 
stagnated in the West.  While both East and West created employment to match the rise in working age 




















The  story  of  poverty  reduction  outlined  above  also  suggests  the  likely  channels  through  which  the 




Given  that  the  poor  were  less  likely  to  be  employed  in  the  nonfarm  sector  and  receiving  external 
remittances in the first place, we would also expect that the impact of the crisis will be skewed towards 


















the  benchmark  or  no‐crisis 
scenario,  in  2009  and  2010 
respectively  (Table  1).  Growth  of 
output  in  industry  and  services  is 
projected to slow down by 1.1 and 
1.2 percentage points respectively 
in  2009  and  by  3.3  and  1 
percentage  points  respectively  in 
2010.  The  impact  is  most 
significant  in  the  industry  sector 
primarily due to a fall in demand 
for manufacturing exports and the 
spillover  effect  this  may  have  on 
ancillary  industries.  The  impact  is 
much smaller for the service sector 
since  services  in  Bangladesh  are 
generally not traded and therefore less susceptible to global trends.  
Importantly, remittances are expected to be lower by about 10% due to the crisis in 2010, compared to 






















2005 2009 2010  2009  2010
Output growth (%)
Total GDP  5.9  5.8  5.6 ‐ 0.8 ‐ 1.5 
Agriculture  2.2  4.6  3.6  0.6 ‐ 0.3 
Industry  8.3  5.9  6.0 ‐ 1.1 ‐ 3.3 
Services  6.4  6.3  6.1 ‐ 1.2 ‐ 1.0 
Remittances
(US$ millions)








data),  about  48%  of  the  working‐age  (15‐64  years  of 
age)  population  was  employed.
19  Among  those 
employed,  44%  was  employed  in  agriculture,  24%  in 
industry, and 32% in services. 55% of those employed 
were salaried workers, and 75% of the labor force had 
less  than  10  years  of  education  (defined  as  “low‐
skilled”).  The  employed  population  includes  those 
working  for  wages/salaries,  the  self‐employed  and 
those  contributing  labor  to  household‐based 
enterprises  or  activities  that  produce  income  for  the 
household.  On  average,  68%  of  household  income 
comes  from  labor  earnings  and  9%  comes  from 
remittances (from abroad and domestic), which in turn 
constitutes about 39% of non‐labor income (see Annex 2, Table B for detailed figures). 
Projections  for  2009  and  2010.  The 
population  growth  rate  between  2005 
and 2010 is projected to be 7.4%, with a 
higher growth rate (11.9%) projected for 
the  working  age  population.  This  is  a 
result  of  the  age  distribution  of  the 
population  in  2005.  The  “bulge”  among 
the  5‐14  years  age  group  in  the  2005 
population  (Figure  3)  indicates  that  the 






















2005  2009  2010  2009 2010
Employed (%)   48.4  49.4  51.0 ‐ 0.3 ‐ 0.6 
Sectoral shares (% of employed in each sector)
Agriculture   44.3  40.4  39.5  0.3  0.5 
Industry   23.8  23.8  22.5  0 ‐ 1.4 
Services   32.0  35.8  38.0 ‐ 0.3  0.8 
Source: Own calculations using GDP data and HIES (2000, 2005) 
2005


















































The  poverty  headcount  rate 
(based on the upper poverty line) 
and extreme poverty rate (based 
on  the  lower  poverty  line)  are 
expected  to  be  0.4  and  0.2 
percentage points higher in 2009, 
respectively,  as  a  result  of  the 
crisis.  In  2010,  the  poverty 
headcount rate is expected to be 
1.2 percentage points higher and 







   2005 2009 2010  2009  2010
Moderate poverty 
  ‐Headcount rate (%)  40.0  28.6  25.8  0.4  1.2 
  ‐Poverty gap  9.0  6.0  5.3  0.1  0.3 
  ‐ Squared poverty gap 2.9  1.9  1.6  0.1  0.1 
Extreme poverty 
  ‐Headcount rate (%)  25.1  16.7  14.8  0.2  0.9 
  ‐Poverty gap  4.7  3.0  2.5  0.1  0.1 
  ‐ Squared poverty gap 1.3  0.8  0.7  0  0.1 
Inequality per‐cap. Exp
  ‐Gini  0.31  0.34  0.32  0.02  0 







is  projected  to  decline  by  14.2  percentage  points  between  2005  and  2010.
21  The  difference  of  1.2 
percentage points between the two scenarios translate to around 2 million additional poor individuals in 
2010 due to the impact of the crisis. 
Comparison  with  other  simulation  methods.  Our  results  on  the  poverty  impact  of  the  crisis  are 
comparable to results obtained using other commonly used methods, for the same macroeconomic 




For  every  year  and  scenario,  the  poverty  rates  projected  by  the  three  approaches  are  within  2 
percentage  points  of  each  other  (for 
more  detailed  results,  see  Annex  2, 
Table  D‐2).  Our  method  consistently 
yields  poverty  rates  that  are 
somewhere  in‐between  those 
generated  by  Povstat  and  the 
elasticity  method  (Table  4).  The 
reasons why these small differences in 
predictions occur are hard to pinpoint 























   2005  2009  2010  2009  2010 
Povstat  40.0  28.9  26.3  0.2  1.2 
Elasticity of 
poverty to growth 
40.0  28.0  25.6  0.6  1.2 


























































































































































































































































































































































the  key  issues  relevant  to  Bangladesh.  While  the  same  analysis  can  be  done  for  both  years,  for 
illustrative purposes we choose to present the results for 2010 only, when the relatively larger impact of 
the crisis is expected.   
First,  we  examine  the  characteristics  of  the  group  we  will  call  “crisis‐vulnerable”,  which  refers  to 
households that would not have been poor in 2010 had there been no crisis. Second, we use the well‐
known analytical device of growth incidence curves to see how change in consumption, as a result of the 





























employed).  Finally,  they  look  fairly  similar  to  the  general  population  in  terms  of  their  rural‐urban 
composition, with 80% from rural areas compared to 75% for the general population. 
How do the crisis‐vulnerable households compare with the permanently or structurally poor (defined as 































Taking  the  country  as  a  whole,  the  reduction  in  per  capita  expenditures  due  to  the  crisis  (as  a 
percentage  of  benchmark  expenditures)  rises  as  one  moves  up  the  distribution,  with  the  largest 
difference (a drop of 4‐5% in per capita consumption) occurring for households above the 70
th percentile 
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income/consumption  distribution  between  the  crisis  and  benchmark  scenarios.  These  matrices  are 
constructed for deciles of per capita income and labor income, keeping the upper and lower limits of 
each  decile  fixed  at  the  benchmark  income  levels.  This  implies  that  movements  up  or  down  by 









distribution,  namely  in  the  6
th‐9
th  deciles  by  per  capita  total  income,  with  the  largest  movement 
occurring for those in the 7
th decile. The movements between deciles of per capita labor income are 
smaller,  with  the  largest  movements  occurring  for  the  7
th  and  8












































of  2000)  to  “project”  poverty  and  other  distributional  estimates  for  2005,  and  comparing  these 
projections to the actual estimates from HIES 2005. In practical terms this implies replicating the exact 



























  ‐Headcount rate  48.9  39.3  40.0 
  ‐Poverty gap  12.8  9.2  9.0 
  ‐Squared poverty gap  4.6  3.1  2.9 
Extreme poverty 
  ‐Headcount rate   34.3  25.4  25.1 
  ‐Poverty gap/depth  7.5  5.1  4.7 
  ‐Squared poverty gap  2.4  1.5  1.3 
Inequality per‐cap. Exp 
  ‐Gini  0.31  0.33  0.31 














































the  advantage  of  being  relatively  easy  to  monitor  –  with  administrative  or  financial  data  (for 
remittances), and quick market or household surveys (prices and wages).  
The argument for tracking wages as a part of rapid monitoring, rather than other types of incomes or 















distributional  impact  of  the  crisis  in  Bangladesh.  The  consumption/income  impact  is  particularly 
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Agric Industry Services Agric Industry Services
male 5.609*** 4.557*** 5.192*** 5.991*** 4.570*** 3.414***
(0.142) (0.132) (0.146) (0.477) (0.229) (0.162)
yredu ‐0.0864* 0.177*** 0.0645 0.385 0.0728 0.854***
(0.0498) (0.0492) (0.0505) (0.413) (0.375) (0.318)
yredu2 ‐0.00906 ‐0.0296*** ‐0.0182*** ‐0.0183 ‐0.00203 ‐0.0255*
(0.00693) (0.00683) (0.00699) (0.0172) (0.0155) (0.0131)
age 0.249*** 0.265*** 0.291*** 0.237*** 0.324*** 0.351***
(0.0183) (0.0190) (0.0195) (0.0409) (0.0400) (0.0349)
age2 ‐0.00340*** ‐0.00399*** ‐0.00430*** ‐0.00307*** ‐0.00459*** ‐0.00469***
(0.000245) (0.000260) (0.000263) (0.000549) (0.000550) (0.000489)
hhead 7.017*** 5.722*** 6.407*** 9.948*** 6.191*** 6.331***
(0.225) (0.242) (0.240) (0.959) (1.073) (0.828)
sylh ‐0.685*** ‐0.605*** ‐0.413** ‐0.232 ‐0.232 0.117
(0.164) (0.166) (0.167) (0.317) (0.296) (0.246)
bari ‐0.150 ‐0.639*** ‐0.126 ‐0.319 ‐0.392 ‐0.0346
(0.155) (0.164) (0.159) (0.256) (0.243) (0.206)
chit ‐0.504*** ‐0.760*** ‐0.804*** ‐0.472** ‐0.0690 ‐0.0293
(0.111) (0.113) (0.116) (0.196) (0.177) (0.153)
khul ‐0.0316 ‐0.341*** ‐0.0130 0.194 ‐0.214 0.225
(0.121) (0.123) (0.123) (0.215) (0.212) (0.179)
rajs 0.189* ‐0.0419 ‐0.152 0.639*** 0.207 0.0682
(0.102) (0.103) (0.107) (0.187) (0.182) (0.164)
remitt ‐0.563*** 0.0503 ‐0.211 ‐0.0616 ‐0.273 ‐0.371*
(0.213) (0.155) (0.211) (0.849) (0.372) (0.206)
depen 2.163*** 2.067*** 2.263*** 1.274*** 0.993*** 1.255***
(0.202) (0.208) (0.212) (0.386) (0.375) (0.329)
perce 9.412*** 10.06*** 9.349*** 10.14*** 10.84*** 10.10***
(0.236) (0.237) (0.241) (0.462) (0.438) (0.390)
gen_hhd ‐2.462*** ‐1.183*** ‐1.733*** ‐5.343*** ‐1.967* ‐2.221***
(0.284) (0.299) (0.298) (0.970) (1.086) (0.843)
gen_rem 0.675*** 0.0229 0.369 0.182 0.104 0.509*
(0.250) (0.209) (0.253) (0.874) (0.422) (0.269)
hhd_rem 1.853*** ‐0.482 ‐0.582 ‐1.073 ‐19.46 ‐1.557
(0.333) (0.372) (0.400) (1.274) (0) (0.977)
gen_hhd_rem ‐2.087*** 0.266 0.373 1.734 20.38*** 2.276**
(0.455) (0.491) (0.510) (1.394) (0.571) (1.121)
low_l 0.320*** ‐0.872*** ‐0.836***
(0.0840) (0.0864) (0.0877)
hig_l 0.665*** ‐1.809*** ‐1.879***
(0.147) (0.196) (0.195)
oth_pub ‐1.760*** ‐1.908*** ‐0.444 ‐1.375*** ‐0.215 0.601***
(0.460) (0.454) (0.368) (0.414) (0.254) (0.189)
urban ‐0.787*** 0.426*** 0.383*** ‐1.502*** 0.0404 ‐0.108
(0.0877) (0.0836) (0.0855) (0.142) (0.133) (0.116)
enrolled ‐4.425*** ‐4.598*** ‐3.519***
(0.447) (0.442) (0.234)
Constant ‐10.72*** ‐10.05*** ‐10.94*** ‐13.68*** ‐12.19*** ‐16.75***
(0.369) (0.367) (0.384) (2.443) (2.216) (1.894)
Observations 20331 20331 20331 7568 7568 7568













































Agric Industry Services Agric Industry Services
male 1.271*** 0.915*** 0.785*** 1.072*** 0.751*** 0.245***
(0.0405) (0.0407) (0.0481) (0.214) (0.128) (0.0517)
yredu 0.0228*** 0.0396*** 0.0357*** 0.128*** 0.119*** 0.0934***
(0.00481) (0.00474) (0.00464) (0.0256) (0.0148) (0.00737)
age 0.0549*** 0.0555*** 0.0730*** 0.0678*** 0.0996*** 0.0625***
(0.00559) (0.00702) (0.00739) (0.0221) (0.0187) (0.0103)
age2 ‐0.000666*** ‐0.000683*** ‐0.000867*** ‐0.000831*** ‐0.00114*** ‐0.000582***
(7.12e‐05) (9.20e‐05) (9.47e‐05) (0.000273) (0.000240) (0.000130)
sylh 0.0877 0.0466 0.0690 0.205 0.414*** 0.208***
(0.0608) (0.0617) (0.0569) (0.229) (0.146) (0.0705)
bari 0.0335 ‐0.222*** 0.0960* 0.211 0.0728 ‐0.0678
(0.0528) (0.0638) (0.0522) (0.177) (0.115) (0.0603)
chit 0.175*** 0.176*** 0.298*** 0.291** 0.261*** 0.267***
(0.0391) (0.0410) (0.0418) (0.143) (0.0837) (0.0472)
khul 0.119*** ‐0.332*** ‐0.102** 0.264* ‐0.269*** ‐0.174***
(0.0425) (0.0458) (0.0411) (0.138) (0.103) (0.0519)
rajs 0.127*** ‐0.375*** ‐0.239*** 0.103 ‐0.254*** ‐0.191***
(0.0345) (0.0356) (0.0376) (0.114) (0.0801) (0.0493)
sala 0.228*** ‐0.158*** ‐0.190*** 0.656*** ‐0.179*** ‐0.222***





urban 0.00610 0.0702** 0.0653** 0.378*** 0.133** 0.163***
(0.0364) (0.0278) (0.0272) (0.104) (0.0628) (0.0352)
hhead 0.180*** 0.0656 0.0806 0.0452





Constant 4.594*** 5.847*** 5.593*** 2.889*** 4.284*** 5.597***
(0.115) (0.132) (0.138) (0.495) (0.353) (0.195)
Observations 4734 2384 2700 802 759 1938
R‐squared 0.272 0.376 0.262 0.247 0.319 0.281









































0‐14 15‐64 +65 Total
Total 51.81                95.76              5.55                 153.12             
Male 26.36                48.36              2.76                 77.48               
Female 25.45                47.40              2.79                 75.64               
Total 50.76                107.15            6.51                 164.42             
Male 25.83                54.18              3.13                 83.13               
Female 24.93                52.98              3.39                 81.29               
Total (2.03)                 11.89              17.39               7.38                 
Male (2.02)                 12.02              13.46               7.29                 





2009 2010 2009 2010 09 vs 05 10 vs 05 09 vs 05 10 vs 05
2,560,897        3,311,735      3,546,604       3,286,805        3,469,363         29.3            38.5               28.3            35.5              
Agriculture 570,367           674,336          700,754          678,417           702,840            18.2            22.9               18.9            23.2              
Industry 724,890           985,917          1,077,113       976,016           1,034,577         36.0            48.6               34.6            42.7              
Services 1,265,640        1,651,482      1,768,737       1,632,371        1,731,946         30.5            39.8               29.0            36.8              
Total 5.93                  6.62                 7.09                 5.82                  5.55                   (0.8)             (1.5)               
Agriculture 2.21                  4.00                 3.92                 4.63                  3.60                   0.6              (0.3)               
Industry 8.28                  7.00                 9.25                 5.93                  6.00                   (1.1)             (3.2)               
Services 6.36                  7.50                 7.10                 6.25                  6.10                   (1.2)             (1.0)               












Millions % Millions % Millions % Millions % Millions %
Total 79.7             89.6                 89.6                  89.6            89.6           
Non‐employed 41.1             51.6                  45.1                 50.3                 43.3                  48.4                   45.3            50.6               43.9            49.0              
Employed 38.5             48.4                  44.5                 49.7                 46.2                  51.6                   44.3            49.4               45.7            51.0              
Agriculture 17.1             44.3                  17.9                 40.1                 18.0                  39.0                   17.9            40.4               18.0            39.5              
Industry  9.2               23.8                  10.6                 23.8                 11.0                  23.9                   10.5            23.8               10.3            22.5              














Quantity % Quantity % Quantity % Quantity % Quantity %
Population (million)
   ‐ Total 138.8           149.1           149.1           149.1           149.1          
   ‐ Urban  34.3             24.7        36.9             24.8          36.9             24.8        36.9             24.8        36.9             24.8       
  ‐ Working‐age 
(1)
81.9             59.0        92.0             61.7          92.0             61.7        92.0             61.7        92.0             61.7       
Household Income (Tk/month)
  ‐ Total  7,229.5        100.0      8,290.6        100.0       8,751.2        100.0      8,229.0       100.0      8,539.1       100.0     
  ‐ Labor income
 (2)
4,933.2        68.2        5,522.8        66.6          5,792.8        66.2        5,493.9       66.8        5,701.7       66.8       
  ‐ Non‐labor income 
(3)
1,757.5        24.3        2,226.2        26.9          2,416.8        27.6        2,193.5       26.7        2,295.9       26.9       
      Remittances 676.7           9.4           1,102.5        13.3          1,262.8        14.4        1,073.0       13.0        1,151.8       13.5       




   ‐ Labor Force 79.7             100.0      89.6             100.0       89.6             100.0      89.6             100.0      89.6             100.0     
        Non‐employed 41.1             51.6        45.1             50.3          43.3             48.4        45.3             50.6        43.9             49.0       




3,523.4        3,979.7        4,174.9        3,958.2       4,108.0      
   ‐ Education status 79.6             100.0      89.5             100.0       89.5             100.0      89.5             100.0      89.5             100.0     
        Low skilled  
(4)
59.5             74.8        67.4             75.3          67.4             75.3        67.4             75.3        67.4             75.3       
        High skilled 
(5)
20.1             25.2        22.1             24.7          22.1             24.7        22.1             24.7        22.1             24.7       
   ‐ Employment 38.5             100.0      44.5             100.0       46.2             100.0      44.3             100.0      45.7             100.0     
        Salaried
 (6)
21.1             54.8        24.2             54.5          25.4             54.9        24.1             54.4        25.0             54.7       
        Self‐employment 17.4             45.2        20.3             45.5          20.8             45.1        20.2             45.6        20.7             45.3       
   ‐ Economic sectors 38.5             100.0      44.5             100.0       46.2             100.0      44.3             100.0      45.7             100.0     
        Agriculture 17.1             44.3        17.9             40.1          18.0             39.0        17.9             40.4        18.0             39.5       
        Industry 9.2                23.8        10.6             23.8          11.0             23.9        10.5             23.8        10.3             22.5       
















2005 100.0 100.0 100.0 1.81                
Projection
2009 135.7 140.7 126.7 5.58                
2010 144.8 152.0 131.9 6.86                
2010 (*) 134.3 132.5 137.4 0.49                
Variation
2009/05 35.7             40.7                  41.7                
2010/05 44.8             52.0                  31.9                



















2009 2010 2009 2010 2010*
Moderate poverty
  ‐Headcount rate 40.0         28.2                 24.6       28.6              25.8       25.4               
  ‐Poverty gap 9.0           5.9                   5.0         6.0                5.3         5.2                 
  ‐Severity of poverty 2.9           1.8                   1.5         1.9                1.6         1.6                 
Extreme poverty
  ‐Headcount rate 25.1         16.5                 13.9       16.7              14.8       14.5               
  ‐Poverty gap 4.7           2.9                   2.4         3.0                2.5         2.5                 
  ‐Severity of poverty 1.3           0.8                   0.6         0.8                0.7         0.7                 
Inequality per‐cap. Exp
  ‐Gini 0.310       0.321              0.324    0.341           0.320    0.320             









2009 2010 2009 2010
Headcount Ratio
Povstat 40.0         28.7                 25.1       28.9              26.3      
Elasticity 
(1)
40.0         27.4                 24.4       28.0              25.6      
Macro‐micro simulation 40.0         28.2                 24.6       28.6              25.8      
Poverty Gap
Povstat 9.0           5.8                   4.8         5.8                5.1        
Macro‐micro simulation 9.0           5.9                   5.0         6.0                5.3        
Severity of poverty
Povstat 2.9           1.7                   1.4         1.7                1.5        




Povstat 0.01 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31
Macro‐micro simulation 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.34 0.32
Theil
Povstat 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.18





















Rural Urban Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet
Benchmark
Total income 8,751        7,506       12,421      7,602           11,114          9,720        6,906        6,439          11,600     
      Labor income 5,793        4,764       8,826        5,188           6,958            6,316        4,695        4,852          6,450       
      Remittances 1,263        1,326       1,078        881              2,514            1,318        563           296             3,461       
Crisis
Total income 8,539        7,318       12,137      7,456           10,748          9,480        6,793        6,353          11,159     
      Labor income 5,702        4,699       8,657        5,115           6,836            6,208        4,633        4,788          6,347       
      Remittances 1,152        1,209       984            819              2,280            1,200        520           280             3,135       
Loss of income with crisis (% of benchmark) ‐2.4 ‐2.5 ‐2.3 ‐1.9 ‐3.3 ‐2.5 ‐1.6 ‐1.3 ‐3.8
Loss of labor income  (% of benchmark) ‐1.6 ‐1.4 ‐1.9 ‐1.4 ‐1.8 ‐1.7 ‐1.3 ‐1.3 ‐1.6










Rural Urban Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet
HEADCOUNT
2005 40.0 43.8 28.4 52.0 34.0 32.0 45.7 51.2 33.8
Benchmark [B] 2010 24.6 26.7 18.1 37.8 12.4 19.2 31.7 36.5 16.3
Crisis [C] 2010 25.8 28.0 19.2 39.5 13.7 20.1 32.8 38.1 17.4
[C] ‐ [B] as % of [B] 2010 5.1 4.9 5.9 4.6 10.2 4.8 3.7 4.5 6.5
TOTAL
AREA REGION
Rural Urban Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet
HEADCOUNT
2005 25.1          28.6         14.6           35.6             16.1              19.9          31.6          34.5            20.8          
Benchmark [B] 2010 13.9          15.9         7.7             24.7             3.4                 11.2          19.5          21.5            8.3            
Crisis [C] 2010 14.8          16.9         8.4             25.8             4.3                 11.9          20.7          22.6            9.3            

















  ‐ Rural (%) 79.5                   74.7                 82.1                  
  ‐ No. of members 4.90                   4.86                 5.19                  
  ‐ Dependency ratio 0.42                   0.39                 0.48                  
  ‐ Employed (individuals)* 54.8                   50.3                 53.3                  
  ‐ Sectoral share of employment (% of total employed)
        Agriculture 26.7                   39.0                 45.6                  
        Industry 27.1                   23.9                 19.4                  
        Services 46.2                   37.2                 35.0                  
Household head
  ‐ Age (mean) 40.98                45.57               43.47                
  ‐ Male (%) 95.0                   89.7                 91.3                  
  ‐ Education level 0‐9 years 87.9                   79.1                 94.3                  
Household income (Crisis‐Vulnerable) Benchmark Crisis
  ‐ Income (mean)
     Total Income (tk. 2005 prices) 6,741.2             5,165.2           23.4                  
     Labor income  4,113.8             4,046.0           1.6                    
     Non‐labor income 2,268.0             759.9               66.5                  
        ‐ Remittances from abroad
          % of household  receiving 45.7                   9.9                   78.5                  
          Mean conditional on receiving 1,681.1             178.9               89.4                  
          Implicit rent 359.4                359.4               ‐                    





22 . 7 9       97.21   
30 . 6 8       4.21       95.11   
40 . 3 4       0.46       6.18       93.03   
50 . 6 9       0.68       1.33       5.79       91.50   
60 . 6 0       0.35       0.39       0.58       6.89       91.18   
70 . 3 3       0.14       0.71       0.38       2.62       7.26       88.55   
80 . 2 5       0.49       0.27       0.92       0.93       1.10       7.34       88.58    0.12      
90 . 1 1       0.23       0.32       0.49       0.32       1.32       6.30       90.91   





21 . 5 9       98.4      
32 . 7 8       97.2      
45 . 0 3       94.85    0.12      
55 . 3 0       94.7      
66 . 8 7       93.1      
76 . 9 5       92.9       0.12      
87 . 7 2       92.28   
90 . 0 7       4.11       95.8      
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